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DETAILED ACTION 

Claims 17-18 and 57-63 are pending. Claims 17-18 and 57-63 have been examined. Claims 17- 
18 and 57-63 have been rejected. 

The indicated allowability of claims 17-18 and 57-63 are withdrawn in view of the newly 
discovered reference(s) to Microsoft Press Computer Dictionary, Third Edition, 1997. 
Rejections based on the newly cited reference(s) follow. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 17-18 and 57-63 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Hellestrand (U.S. Patent 6,230,114 B1) in view of Microsoft Press Computer Dictionary, 
Third Edition, 1997. 

1 . As per claims 17, Hellestrand teaches a system for connecting an electronic device under 
simulation to a network, wherein the simulation is to be carried our by software in a 
computer. However, Hellestrand does not teach the steps of testing the system as recited in 
the claimed invention. 

While Microsoft Press Computer Dictionary, 1997 pages 179, 180 (MPCD), does not 
explicitly teach the steps of performing a comparison of packets received from a first 
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computer and reporting an error, the examiner submits that this feature "reads on" well 
established and well known methods for error checking. Specifically, MPCD establishes that 
it is well known to check for errors by detecting for discrepancies between transmitted and 
received data during file transfer involving multiple computers (e.g. sending data from a first 
computer to second computer and back again, see: "error", "error checking", "error control", 
page 179). Obviously, the sending (first) computer performs the check. MPCD further sets 
forth that it is well known to report an error message responsive to a detected discrepancy 
(see: "error message", page 180). 

Hence a skilled artisan would have knowingly implemented error reporting by the 
comparison of received and sent data packets as a method reporting a discrepancy in 
transmitted and received data. 

2. As per claims 18, Hellestrand teaches a system for connecting an electronic device under 
simulation to a network, wherein the simulation is to be carried our by software in a 
computer. However, Hellestrand does not teach the steps of testing the system as recited in 
the claimed invention. 

While Microsoft Press Computer Dictionary, 1997 pages 179, 180 (MPCD), does not 
explicitly teach the steps of performing a comparison of packets received from a first 
computer and reporting an error, the examiner submits that this feature "reads on" well 
established and well known methods for error checking. Specifically, MPCD establishes that 
it is well known to check for errors by detecting for discrepancies between transmitted and 
received data during file transfer involving multiple computers (e.g. sending data from a first 
computer to second computer, from the second to third computer, and then from the third 
computer back to second and first computer again, see: "error", "error checking", "error 
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control", page 179). Obviously, the sending (first) computer performs the check. MPCD 
further sets forth that it is well known to report an error message responsive to a detected 
discrepancy (see: "error message", page 180). 

Hence a skilled artisan would have knowingly implemented error reporting by the 
comparison of received and sent data packets as a method reporting a discrepancy in 
transmitted and received data. 

3. As per claims 57, Hellestrand teaches an apparatus a system for connecting an electronic 
device under simulation to a network, wherein the simulation is to be carried our by software 
in a computer. However, Hellestrand does not teach the testing the system as recited in the 
claimed invention. 

While Microsoft Press Computer Dictionary, 1997 pages 179, 180 (MPCD), does not 
explicitly teach the steps of performing a comparison of packets received from a first 
computer and reporting an error, the examiner submits that this feature "reads on" well 
established and well known methods for error checking. Specifically, MPCD establishes that 
it is well known to check for errors by detecting for discrepancies between transmitted and 
received data during file transfer involving multiple computers (e.g. sending data from a first 
computer to second computer and back again, see: "error", "error checking", "error control", 
page 179). Obviously, the sending (first) computer performs the check. MPCD further sets 
forth that it is well known to report an error message responsive to a detected discrepancy 
(see: "error message", page 180). 

Hence a skilled artisan would have knowingly implemented error reporting by the 
comparison of received and sent data packets as a method reporting a discrepancy in 
transmitted and received data. 
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4. As per claims 58, Hellestrand teaches an apparatus of a system for connecting an electronic 
device under simulation to a network, wherein the simulation is to be carried our by software 
in a computer. However, Hellestrand does not teach the steps of testing the system as 
recited in the claimed invention. 

While Microsoft Press Computer Dictionary, 1997 pages 179, 180 (MPCD), does not 
explicitly teach the steps of performing a comparison of packets received from a first 
computer and reporting an error, the examiner submits that this feature "reads on" well 
established and well known methods for error checking. Specifically, MPCD establishes that 
it is well known to check for errors by detecting for discrepancies between transmitted and 
received data during file transfer involving multiple computers (e.g. sending data from a first 
computer to second computer, from the second to third computer, and then from the third 
computer back to second and first computer again, see: "error", "error checking", "error 
control", page 179). Obviously, the sending (first) computer performs the check. MPCD 
further sets forth that it is well known to report an error message responsive to a detected 
discrepancy (see: "error message", page 180). 

Hence a skilled artisan would have knowingly implemented error reporting by the 
comparison of received and sent data packets as a method reporting a discrepancy in 
transmitted and received data. 

5. As per claims 59, Hellestrand teaches a computer readable medium for use in a system for 
connecting an electronic device under simulation to a network, wherein the simulation is to 
be carried our by software in a computer. However, Hellestrand does not teach the medium 
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comprising computer-executable instructions for testing the system as recited in the claimed 
invention. 

While Microsoft Press Computer Dictionary, 1997 pages 179, 180 (MPCD), does not 
explicitly teach the steps of performing a comparison of packets received from a first 
computer and reporting an error, the examiner submits that this feature "reads on" well 
established and well known methods for error checking. Specifically, MPCD establishes that 
it is well known to check for errors by detecting for discrepancies between transmitted and 
received data during file transfer involving multiple computers (e.g. sending data from a first 
computer to second computer and back again, see: "error", "error checking", "error control", 
page 179). Obviously, the sending (first) computer performs the check. MPCD further sets 
forth that it is well known to report an error message responsive to a detected discrepancy 
(see: "error message", page 180). 

Hence a skilled artisan would have knowingly implemented error reporting by the 
comparison of received and sent data packets as a method reporting a discrepancy in 
transmitted and received data. 

6. As per claims 60, Hellestrand teaches a computer readable medium for use in a system for 
connecting an electronic device under simulation to a network, wherein the simulation is to 
be carried our by software in a computer. However, Hellestrand does not teach the medium 
comprising computer-executable instructions for testing the system as recited in the claimed 
invention. 

While Microsoft Press Computer Dictionary, 1997 pages 179, 180 (MPCD), does not 
explicitly teach the steps of performing a comparison of packets received from a first 
computer and reporting an error, the examiner submits that this feature "reads on" well 
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established and well known methods for error checking. Specifically, MPCD establishes that 
it is well known to check for errors by detecting for discrepancies between transmitted and 
received data during file transfer involving multiple computers (e.g. sending data from a first 
computer to second computer, from the second to third computer, and then from the third 
computer back to second and first computer again, see: "error", "error checking", "error 
control", page 179). Obviously, the sending (first) computer performs the check. MPCD 
further sets forth that it is well known to report an error message responsive to a detected 
discrepancy (see: "error message", page 180). 

Hence a skilled artisan would have knowingly implemented error reporting by the 
comparison of received and sent data packets as a method reporting a discrepancy in 
transmitted and received data. 

7. As per claims 61, Hellestrand teaches a system for connecting an electronic device under 
simulation to a network, wherein the simulation is to be carried our by software in a 
computer. However, Hellestrand does not teach the method of testing the system as recited 
in the claimed invention. 

While Microsoft Press Computer Dictionary, 1997 pages 179, 180 (MPCD), does not 
explicitly teach the steps of performing a comparison of packets received from a first 
computer and reporting an error, the examiner submits that this feature "reads on" well 
established and well known methods for error checking. Specifically, MPCD establishes that 
it is well known to check for errors by detecting for discrepancies between transmitted and 
received data during file transfer involving multiple computers (e.g. sending data from a first 
computer to second computer and back again,* see: "error", "error checking", "error control", 
page 179). Obviously, the sending (first) computer performs the check. MPCD further sets 
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forth that it is well known to report an error message responsive to a detected discrepancy 
(see: "error message", page 180). 

Hence a skilled artisan would have knowingly implemented error reporting by the 
comparison of received and sent data packets as a method reporting a discrepancy in 
transmitted and received data. 

8. As per claims 62, Hellestrand teaches an apparatus a system for connecting an electronic 
device under simulation to a network, wherein the simulation is to be carried our by software 
in a computer. However, Hellestrand does not teach the testing the system as recited in the 
claimed invention. 

While Microsoft Press Computer Dictionary, 1997 pages 179, 180 (MPCD), does not 
explicitly teach the steps of performing a comparison of packets received from a first 
computer and reporting an error, the examiner submits that this feature "reads on" well 
established and well known methods for error checking. Specifically, MPCD establishes that 
it is well known to check for errors by detecting for discrepancies between transmitted and 
received data during file transfer involving multiple computers (e.g. sending data from a first 
computer to second computer and back again, see: "error", "error checking", "error control", 
page 179). Obviously, the sending (first) computer performs the check. MPCD further sets 
forth that it is well known to report an error message responsive to a detected discrepancy 
(see: "error message", page 180). 

Hence a skilled artisan would have knowingly implemented error reporting by the 
comparison of received and sent data packets as a method reporting a discrepancy in 
transmitted and received data. 
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9. As per claims 63, Hellestrand teaches a computer readable medium for use in a system for 
connecting an electronic device under simulation to a network, wherein the simulation is to 
be carried our by software in a computer. However, Hellestrand does not teach the medium 
comprising computer-executable instructions for testing the system as recited in the claimed 
invention. 

While Microsoft Press Computer Dictionary, 1997 pages 179, 180 (MPCD), does not 
explicitly teach the steps of performing a comparison of packets received from a first 
computer and reporting an error, the examiner submits that this feature "reads on" well 
established and well known methods for error checking. Specifically, MPCD establishes that 
it is well known to check for errors by detecting for discrepancies between transmitted and 
received data during file transfer involving multiple computers (e.g. sending data from a first 
computer to second computer, from the second to third computer, and then from the third 
computer back to second and first computer again, see: "error", "error checking", "error 
control", page 179). Obviously, the sending (first) computer performs the check. MPCD 
further sets forth that it is well known to report an error message responsive to a detected 
discrepancy (see: "error message", page 180). 

Hence a skilled artisan would have knowingly implemented error reporting by the 
comparison of received and sent data packets as a method reporting a discrepancy in 
transmitted and received data. 
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Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner 
should be directed to Cuong V. Luu whose telephone number is 571-272-8572. The examiner 
can normally be reached on Monday-Friday 8:30am-5:00pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Kamini Shah, can be reached on 571-272-2279. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. An inquiry of a 
general nature or relating to the status of this application should be directed to the TC2100 
Group receptionist: 571-272-2100. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private 
PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

CVL 




